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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 

WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
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Application Papers 
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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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Response to Amendment 

1. This action is in response to amendment filed on June 08, 2007. Claim 28 has 
been amended. Claims 1-27 and 31-32 have bee previously withdrawn. Claims 28-30 
are pending examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 28-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. Claim 28 have been amended to recite "conducting 
an Internet search of non-voice sources in any conventional web page format ", it is 
unclear and indefinite to the examiner as to what the phrase "conventional web page 
format implies too, what might be conventional to me might not be conventional to 
others. Appropriate correction by applicant is required. 

Claims 29-30 are rejected based on dependency from independent claim 28. 

4. Claims 28-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. Applicant has amended claim 28 to include "in 
any conventional web page format in page 12 of the remarks applicant mentions that 
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support for the amended feature in claim 28 is relied upon Page 9, line 23 to page 11, 
line 24 in the specifications, examiner have reviewed the specification and found no 
support for the amended feature " /'n any conventional web page format . 

Claims 29-30 are rejected based on dependency from independent claim 28. 
Appropriate correction by the applicant is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 148 USPQ 459, that 

3. are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or unobviousness. 

4. Claims 28-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Krane et al. US Pat. No. (5,799,063) in view of Uppaluru et al., US Pat. No. (6,400,806) 
as discussed in the previous office action. Further: 

Krane teaches a method of operating an interactive user operated Internet voice 
portal 7 having established multiple predetermined vertical domains of interest (i.e., talk 
web menu and book-marks describing a collection of web sites; See Col. 5, lines 39- 
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65); the domains having attributes within (i.e., the actual collection of web sites 
associated with each domain); responsive to a user placing a telephone call to the voice 
portal, identifying the user (See for example Col. 3, lines 42-57) and obtaining user 
selection of a vertical domain of interest (Col. 5, line 39); performing tunneling 
operations (See for example Col. 3, lines 42-57, and Col. 6, lines 40-44) by applying 
speech recognition to user chosen attribute values (i.e., the selected web site of 
interest) where recognized answers are limited to contents of a vocabulary set (inherent 
with speech recognition); the user repeatedly choosing an attribute until a bottom level 
attribute is chosen (i.e., the desired web site is found; Col. 6, lines 40-44); conducting 
an internet search for prescribed types of information (i.e., search for a desired item in a 
store catalogue as is well known in Internet surfing; Col. 6, lines 40-44); audibly 
providing resultant information via the telephone call. 

Krane lacks the specific teaching of building a vocabulary set containing top-level 
attribute values appropriate to the selected vertical domain of interest; repeatedly 
building an updated vocabulary set appropriate to the latest chosen attribute value. 

Uppaluru teaches building vocabulary sets appropriate to a selected domain 
(See for example Col. 13, lines 24-30) and repeatedly updating the vocabulary set 
appropriate for a chosen attribute or service (See for example Col. 13, lines 9-23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Krane to include the specific teaching of building a vocabulary set 
containing top-level attribute values appropriate to the selected vertical domain of 
interest, and repeatedly building an updated vocabulary set appropriate to the latest 
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chosen attribute value, in view of Uppaluru, in order to provide words in the speech 
recognition system that are "specifically tailored to the words more commonly 
associated with the corresponding service" (See Uppaluru, Col. 13, lines 24-26). 

In addition, Krane et al., fail to disclose, conducting an Internet search of non- 
voice sources (i.e. text) in any conventional web page format and audibly providing 
resultant information to the user via the telephone call (i.e. voice or speech). 

However, Uppaluru teaches conducting an Internet search of non-voice sources 
(i.e. text) in any conventional web page format and audibly providing resultant 
information to the user via the telephone call (i.e. voice or speech), see (at least col.7 
lines 10-65 col. 8 lines 21-35 and col. 12 lines 3-5). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the teachings of 
Uppaluru into the disclosure of Krane in order to provide the user with the flexibility of 
searching the Internet and viewing the information via any conventional web page 
format for example HTML and in order to provide universal access to voice and speech 
files in order to allow widespread use of such files for performing speaker dependent 
speech recognition, (see col.2 lines 21-25). 

Re claim 29: Krane anticipates the limitation of the funneling being performed if 
the voice portal has not previously stored any attribute value preferences of the user for 
a selected vertical domain of interest (i.e., the funneling occurs in Krane whether or not 
there are bookmarks stored on the system). The funneling operation is additionally 
performed if the voice portal has previously stored any attribute value preferences of the 
user for a selected vertical domain of interest, but the user has opted to override the 
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stored attribute value preference (i.e., the funneling occurs in Krane if there are stored 
bookmarks, but the user chooses to choose another/different attribute in from the Talk 
Web menu). 

Re claim 30: Regarding the limitation of the funneling operation being only 
performed if the voice portal has not previously stored any attribute value preferences of 
the user for the selected vertical domain of interest: it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to modify Krane to include this limitation, in order to be able to 
find desired. sites when the "Talk Web Menu" contains no listing of sites. 

Further regarding claim 30, specifically the limitation of: "the operations further 
comprise, if the voice portal has previously stored any attribute value preferences of the 
user for the selected vertical domain of interest, instead of the funneling operation, 
performing an operation of conducting an Internet search for prescribed types of 
information pertaining to the stored attribute value preferences", the limitation is 
anticipated by Krane in that the bookmarks provide the attribute value preferences and 
the site associated with a selected bookmark anticipates the limitation of conducting an 
Internet search (i.e., the retrieving of the site) for information (i.e., the information on the 
site) pertaining to the stored attribute value preference (i.e., the selected bookmark). 

Response to Arguments 
5. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. In 
particular Applicant argues, A) there is no teaching or suggestion to combine the subject 
matter of Uppaluru into the disclosure of Krane. 
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In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). -In thic caco 7 In this case, it 
would have been extremely advantageous to include the teachings of Uppaluru into the 
disclosure of Krane for the purpose stated in the previous action dated 3/9/2007, which 
is to provide a universal access to voice and speech files to allow widespread use of 
such files for performing speaker dependent speech recognition (see col. 2 lines 21-25) 
Therefore in view of the above evidence, Krane in view of Uppaluru still meets the 
scope of the limitation as currently claimed. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mussa A. Shaawat whose telephone number is 571- 
272-2945. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri (8am-5:30pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Florian Zeender can be reached on 571-272-6790. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 09/531 ,743 



Page 8 



Art Unit: 3627 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Mussa Shaawat 
Patent Examiner 
July 28, 2007- 




